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“DISPOSITION : - A plea of not guilty having' been entered, the case came on for
trial before the court and jury on January 26, 1948. On J anuary 29, 1948, the
“juryreturned a verdict of not guilty. .

TOMATOES AND TOMATO PRODUETS

15439, Ad'ulteratio'n and misbranding of canned tomatoes. U. S. v. 1,230 Cases
* 4 “(F. D. C. No. 27876. Sample No. 47744-K.) o
,_‘LIBEL FILED September 28, 1949 Southern DlStl‘lct of West Vlrglma
ATLEGED SHIPMENT On or about J uly 30, 1949, by Albert. W. Sisk & Son, from
.Cambridge, Md.
ProbucT: 1,230 cases, each containing 24 1-pound, 3-ounce cans, of tomatoes
" at Logan, W.Va. :
LABEL, IN PART: “Pride of the F1eld * % % Tomatoes Packed By Leonard
Simmons, Madison, Md.” '
NATURE oF CHARGE: Adulteration, Section 402 (b) (2), a product containing
added water had been substituted in whole or in part for canned tomatoes.
Misbranding, Section 403 (g) (1), the article failed to conform to the defini-
tion and standard of identity for canned tomatoes since it contained added
water, which is not a perm1tted 1ngred1ent of canned tomatoes in the definition
‘and standard. &
DisposiTioN: November 5, 1949. Default decree of condemnation. The court
~ordered that the product be delivered to a Federal institution since there was
' no substanee in the product which made it unfit for human consumptmn

154490. Adulteratlon and misbranding of canned tomatoes. U. S. v. 597 Cases
* % % (F.D.C.No.28057. Sample No.47632-K.)

Lisgr Foep: October 17, 1949, Eastern District of Virginia. :
ALLEGED SHIPMENT: On or about September 10, 1949, by Albert W. Sisk & Son,
from Salem, Md. : L ‘
PropucT: 597 cases, each containing 24 1-pound, 8-ounce cans, of- tomatoes at

. Norfolk, Va. ' -
LABEL, IN PART: (Can) “Pine Cone Brand Tomat_oes.” _
NATURE or CHARGE: Adulteration, Section 402 (b) (4), water had been added

to the article and mixed and packed with it S0 as to mcrease 1ts bulk or We1ght
and reduce its quality or strength.,

Misbranding, Section 403 (8) (1), the article failed to conform to the defi-
nition and standard of identity for canned tomatoes since it contained added
water, which is not permitted as an ingredient of canned tomatoes; and, Sec-
tion 403 (h) (1), the quality of the artlcle fell below the standard of quality
for canned tomatoes because of excesswe tomato peel, and the label failed to
bear a statement that the article fell below such standard.

DisposiTioN : November 23, 1949. Default decree of condemnatmn The court
. ordered that the product be delivered to a Federal institution. "

' 15441. Adulteration and misbranding of canned tomatoes. U, S. v. 165 Cases
* * % (F.D.C.No.28047. Sample No.1942-K.)

Lisern F1tEp : . On or about October 13, 1949, Northern District of Georgia.

ALLEGED SHIPMENT: On or about August 26, 1949, by the Lively Canning Corp.,
from Lively, Va. ' :



